Michelle Hamel
433 Monroe Rd. , Hampden, ME 04444

December 1, 2005 10:10 AM

Senator Susan Collins

U.S. Senate

461 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Collins:

! have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) paosition to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses onie thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for deing so.

A fiat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure | am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Michelle Hamel

ce:
FCC General Email Box
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Senator Arlen Specter T
U.S. Senate

711 Hart Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subiect: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Specter:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 1f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minntes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue io spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concemns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look.forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Linda Meglio

ce: .
FCC General Email Box



r Magnuson
1800 MacKenzie Way , Oklahoma City, OK 73099-7820

;“" 'November 1, 5?05 7:17 PM

Senator James Inhofe Vo \u

U.S. Senate co 9 'L@Qc) |

453 Russell Senate Office Building Peb e B

Washington, DC 20510-0001 T
- ’11 ‘_’_,,g-—f""‘"w

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 S

Dear Senator Inhofe:
NONEW TAXES! I'm a senior citizen, and I'm still working. Please NO NEW TAXES!

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC
changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays
the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month., Constituents who use their
limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distarnice users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills,
Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it
would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters
and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does
not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer 1
would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in
your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

r Magnuson

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress
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December 1, 2005 10:14 AM

Senator John Rockefeller

U.S. Senate

531 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Deear Senator Rockefeller:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount inio the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to ronitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Lindsey Stone

CC:
FCC General Email Box
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Kevin J. Martin, Chairman C\\O

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. SW
Washington, DC, 20554

Dear Mr. Martin:

Please drop plans to change the USF from collection on a usage basis to a flat fee.
Citizens who save money by limiting their phone calls should not be penalized for doing
$0.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up
their phones because of unaffordable increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden
of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

It is no defense to say that the law doesn’t require phone companies to pass the charges
on; they do so, regardless. Making those who use less pay for the calls of high-use

customers is blatantly unfair.

Sincerely,

(&%ma H K1;>
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DEL 19 2005 Berkeley, CA 94704-3404 It
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Kevin J. Martin, Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. SW

Washington, DC, 20554

Dear Mr. Martin:

Please drop plans to change the USF from collection on a usage basis to a flat fee.
Citizens who save money by limiting their phone calls should not be penalized for doing
S0.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up
their phones because of unaffordable increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden
of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

It is no defense to say that the law doesn’t require phone companies to pass the charges
on; they do so, regardless. Making those who use less pay for the calls of high-use
customers is blatantly unfair.

Sincerely,

Lo




December 10, 2005

Office of the Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: Docket # 02-123

This is in regard to the above referenced petition for captioned telephone service being
mandated by the FCC.

In the past, as part of a volunteer effort, | had a deaf client that depended on the relay service.
Between the two of us, we spent many hours trying to handle messages using the relay service.
The waiting time for sending and getting answers back consumed many frustrating hours.

Captioned telephone service would eliminate the need for another person to be a part of a two-
person conversation, and, most importantly, would be immediately visible on a screen right on
the phone. Now, people hesitate to initiate a relay call because of all the time spent waiting, all
of which wouid be eliminated with a captioned telephone.

Therefore, the captioned telephone service would be a tremendous life saver for those needing
this service.

I srongly urge your support for captioned telephone service.

Sincerely,

/rf il T /(e«fulo/

Raymond T. Koenig
5 Packett's Grove
Fairport, NY 14450-2157

o, of Cogins ree'd @ﬂ_
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December 9, 2005

Office of Secretary

FCC Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: CG Docket No. 03-123
To Whom It May Concern;

T have been made aware that the FCC is now considering whether to require captioned
telephone service throughout the United States. My vote is YES. Immediately.

Not being able to use the telephone affects a persons every day life. Tt prohibits one from
calling a doctor to make an appointment when sick, taking a call from your child’s school
or just having a conversation with a loved one. The list of limitations goes on and on.

It is my opinion that CapTel should be mandatory in all states. I hope legislation is
passed very soon to make this a permanent full time service.

Sincerely,

( / )
Linda Jeter
P. 0. Box 84

Box Springs, GA 31801

B, of Conies rea'd
List ABCDE
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2471 Whipporwill Cir. a\o
FCC - MAILRCOM Sarasota, FL 34231-4637

Kevin J. Martin, Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. SW

Washington, DC, 20554

Dear Mr. Martin:

Please drop plans to change the USF from collection on a usage basis to a flat fee.
Citizens who save money by limiting their phone calls should not be penalized for doing
S0.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up
their phones because of unaffordable increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden
of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

It is no defense to say that the law doesn’t require phone companies to pass the charges
on; they do so, regardless. Making those who use less pay for the calls of high-use
customers is blatantly unfair.

Sincerely,

Carol Satya Winkelman



191 Throckmorton Ave., 1B
Mill Valley, CA 94941

A 5
Kevin J. Martin, Chairman a b
Federal Communications Commission

445 12th St. SW

Washington, DC, 20554

Dear Mr, Martin:

Please drop plans to change the USF from collection on a usage basis to a flat fee.
Citizens who save money by limiting their phone calls should not be penalized for doing
50.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up
their phones because of unaffordable increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden
of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

It is no defense to say that the law doesn’t require phone companies to pass the charges
on; they do so, regardless. Making those who use less pay for the calls of high-use

customers is blatantly unfair.

Sincerely,

/Y Vilua

Marlena Blavin




RECEIVED & INSPECTED

uei 192005
201 W. Evergreen Ave., Apt. 610
FCG - MAILROOM Philadelphia, PA 19118-3830

5
Kevin J. Martin, Chairman \0 o L‘
Federal Communications Commission C\
445 12th St. SW
Washington, DC, 20554

Dear Mr. Martin:

Please drop plans to change the USF from collection on a usage basis to a flat fee.
Citizens who save money by limiting their phone calls should not be penalized for doing
$0.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up
their phones because of unaffordable increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden
of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

It is no defense to say that the law doesn’t require phone companies to pass the charges
on; they do so, regardless. Making those who use less pay for the calls of high-use
customers is blatantly unfair,

Sincerely,

Barbara E. Reid

INOVILILIL J. IVIGLULLIEL, N ALl IR aCREL A"
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FCC - MAILROOM December 13, 2005 a b

FCC, Chairman Kevin J. Martin
445 12th Street Southwest
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear FCC, Chairman Kevin J. Martin,

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position
to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively
mmpacted by the unfair change proposed by your office.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more
into the system. If you the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who
uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as
someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited
resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid
wireless users, sentor citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their
phones due 1o unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the
USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would
have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this
muatter.

Sincerely,

Cameron Dean
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Kevin J. Martin, Chairman Q b
Federal Communications Commission

445 12th St. SW

Washington, DC, 20554

Dear Mr. Martin:

Please drop plans to change the USF from collection on a usage basis to a flat fee.

Citizens who save money by limiting their phone calls should not be penalized for doing
SO.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up
their phones because of unaffordable increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden
of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

It is no defense to say that the law doesn’t require phone companies to pass the charges
on; they do so, regardless. Making those who use less pay for the calls of high-use
customers is blatantly unfair.

Sincerely,

Db (B nsor

Barbara Atkinson



Judy Hoffman s o i
1216 Million Dollar Hwy. , Kersey, PA 15846-9717 R

DEC 1 9 2005 December 1, 2005 12:54 AM

Senator Arlen Specter
U.S. Senate FCC'N‘AILROOM
711 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Specter:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system (o a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance 2 month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing sa.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income regidential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users s radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in vour constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Judy Hoffman

ce:
FCC General Email Box



Donna Arpan
1226 Scranton St SW , Palm Bay, FL 3290:

December 1, 2005 6:24 AM

Senator Mel Martinez

United States Senate

317 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Martinez:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As vou know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,

Sincerely,

Donna Arpan

cc:
FCC General Email Box



Mike Hancock
220 Keystone Dr. Ext , Asheville, NC 28806

December 1, 2005 5:46 AM

Senator Elizabeth Dole

U.S. Senate

555 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Dole:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacied by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF 1s currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month,
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income restdential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately

affect those in your constituency.
Thank you for your continued work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Mike Hancock

cc:
FCC General Email Box
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Franklin Crawford
106 Polly Court , Warner Robins, GA 31083-2719

December 1, 2005 6:38 AM

Senator Saxby Chambliss

U.S. Senate

416 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC " cket 96-45

Dear Senator Chambliss:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee, Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 1f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-velume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burdefi of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies (o recover, or "pass along"” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Franktin Crawford

cCl
FCC General Email Box
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Debbie Durkin «m IR
. r__ N *“

6000 Casteel Dr, Coroapolis, PA 15108
December I, 2005 6:23 AM

Representative Tim Murphy
U.S. House of Representatives
322 Cannon House Office Bni’
Washington. DC 2051< ©

Subject: Re: Fed it Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Murphy:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
atfect those in your constituency.

Thank vou for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,

Sincerely,

Debbic Durkin

ce:
FCC General Email Box



